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Abstract 
  Homophobic victimization in schools is prevalent and has been linked to numerous 
negative outcomes such as depression, suicidality, and feeling unsafe in schools (Cochran & 
Mays, 2000; D'Augelli & Hershberger, 1993; Hershberger & D‟Augelli, 1995; Kosciw & Diaz, 
2006; Rivers, 2000; Rivers, 2004). Little however is known about the formation of homophobic 
bullying behaviors. The current study uses an ecological framework to study the formation of 
homophobic name-calling behavior in adolescents. Specifically, it examines homophobic name-
calling behavior and peer group contextual and socialization effects, as well as the influence of 
masculinity attitudes, general bullying perpetration, and victimization in the transmission of 
these behaviors. This study examined these research questions by utilizing hierarchical linear 
modeling and social network analysis. Participants include 493 5
th
 through 8
th
 grade students 
from two Midwestern middle schools (45.2% White, 36.7% Black, and 18.1% Other). Results 
indicate that peer groups play an important role in the formation of homophobic name-calling 
behaviors. Additionally, students who were victims of homophobic name-calling over time 
increased their own perpetration of homophobic name-calling. Non-homophobic bullying was 
also related to homophobic name-calling, but only for male peer groups. And finally, the role of 
masculinity attitudes was shown to be complex, as peer group masculinity attitudes were 
significantly predictive of an individual‟s homophobic perpetration, however this effect did not 
remain significant over time. Results suggest that homophobic name-calling is a behavior 
strongly influenced by peers and has ties to masculinity attitudes. Implications for school 
interventions are also discussed. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
High profile incidents like the Columbine High School massacre have pushed school 
violence into the spotlight. Parents, students, and schools are left in the wake of these tragedies, 
searching for answers as to how this violence came about and how prevent it from happening 
again. This increased concern over the violence in the hallways of our schools has brought with 
it a new focus on violence prevention and an increase in the implementation of bullying 
prevention programs (National Research Council, 2003). Some however believe that schools 
may be „missing the mark,‟ as they rarely attend to one of the most prevalent forms of bullying, 
homophobic victimization (Klein & Chancer, 2006). 
 Research has shown that homophobic victimization is one of the most common forms of 
violence present in schools. Studies have shown that students report hearing words like “faggot,” 
“dyke,” or “queer” on a nearly daily basis (Kosciw & Diaz, 2006). The homophobia present in 
our schools has been shown to cause students to report increased depression, increased 
suicidality, and feeling unsafe in school (Cochran & Mays, 2000; D'Augelli & Hershberger, 
1993; Hershberger & D‟Augelli, 1995; Rivers, 2000; Rivers, 2004). Despite the research that has 
demonstrated the high prevalence of homophobic victimization and the severe negative 
outcomes, most schools and anti-bullying programs ignore this topic in their policies and 
curriculums. In an analysis of 23 major anti-bullying interventions, not one program offered 
intervention strategies for homophobic harassment (Birkett, Espelage, & Stein, 2008).  
 The research literature around homophobic perpetration has focused too heavily on 
documenting the prevalence and outcomes of homophobic harassment, without much research 
focused on understanding the formation of homophobic prejudice and behaviors within 
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adolescents. Understanding the formation of homophobic behaviors in school may be a key 
aspect of preventing violence against lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) adolescents as well as 
possibly preventing future school violence.  In an analysis of school shooting incidents, Kimmel 
and Mahler (2003) contend that each school shooter was a boy with a long history of harassment. 
In particular, these boys experienced homophobic epithets frequently. Although there is no 
evidence that these shooters were actually gay or bisexual, none of these boys fit into traditional 
notions of masculinity. The shooters were described by their peers as shy, smart, artistic, and 
„geeks.‟ Kimmel and Mahler argue that boys who do not fit into the ideals of traditional 
masculinity suffer severe social consequences, which may have led these boys to commit 
heinous acts of school violence.  In order to understand the formation of homophobia, it is 
imperative that the linkages between masculinity and homophobic prejudice are examined. 
Furthermore, as research has shown that adolescent boys may use homophobic name-calling as a 
method of asserting their masculinity to their peers (Epstein, 2001; Mandel & Shakesbaft, 2000; 
Phoenix, Frosh, & Pattman, 2003), peer influences on masculinity and homophobic name-calling 
are important to examine as well.  
 Although many studies have noted that individual factors as well as group and 
environmental factors influence prejudice formation, few research studies have used research 
designs that have adequately accounted for these multiple levels (Duckitt, 1992, Aboud, 2005). 
To address these limitations, this study will utilize an ecological framework to examine how peer 
groups influence homophobic prejudice formation. According to an ecological framework, 
adolescent attitudes and behavior are shaped by a range of nested contextual systems, including 
their peer groups (Brofenbrenner, 1977, 1979).  Research has shown that adolescence is a time 
when children increasingly identify with and are influenced by their peers (Rubin, Bukowski, & 
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Parker, 1998). Preliminary studies have shown that peers influence the formation of homophobic 
attitudes and behaviors (Poteat, 2007a). By utilizing an ecological framework and multilevel 
models, this study will be unique in its ability to consider both individual and peer-level factors 
simultaneously.   
 The current study‟s examination of homophobic prejudice will add to the rich literature 
on prejudice formation, as previous research has focused nearly entirely on racial prejudice 
(Herek, 2000). This study will also expand the existing literature by using an ecological 
framework to study the formation of homophobia in adolescents. Specifically, it will examine the 
effects of peer socialization on homophobic name-calling and the influence that masculinity 
attitudes play in the transmission of these behaviors. This study will examine these research 
questions by utilizing hierarchical linear modeling (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) and social 
network analysis.  
The next chapter will detail the extant literature by first summarizing the literature on 
homophobia by placing it within a larger literature of prejudice formation. Specific attention will 
be paid to research on peer influences of prejudicial attitudes and predictors of homophobic 
prejudice. Then, deficits of the literature will be discussed as well as study hypotheses. The third 
chapter will detail the study methods, including participants, measures and procedures. The 
fourth chapter will present the details of the data analysis and the results. And lastly, the fifth 
chapter will discuss the implications of these findings, as well as future directions for research 
and interventions. 
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
Homophobic harassment is a frequent occurrence in American schools. Lesbian, gay, and 
bisexual (LGB) students are tormented with physical harassment and homophobic name-calling 
in schools across the country. In a national survey of LGB youth, 40% reported physical 
harassment due to their sexual orientation (Kosciw, 2004). Another survey indicated that 91% of 
LGB middle school and high school students sometimes or frequently heard homophobic 
epithets such as “faggot,” “dyke,” or “queer.” While these comments were often heard from 
other students, 39.2% reported hearing these remarks from faculty or school staff as well 
(Kosciw & Diaz, 2006). The intense homophobia in schools has been shown to increase negative 
outcomes for LGB students including increased negative school truancy and lower GPAs 
(Birkett, Espelage, & Koenig, 2009; Rivers, 2000), increased drug use (Espelage, Aragon, 
Birkett, & Koenig, 2008; Marshal et al., 2008; Rosario, Hunter, & Gwadz, 1997; Weinberg, 
Rahdert, Colliver, & Glantz, 1998), increased risk of depression (Cochran & Mays, 2000; 
D'Augelli & Hershberger, 1993; Lock & Steiner, 1999; Rivers, 2004) and increased suicidality 
(Hershberger & D‟Augelli, 1995; Remafedi, French, Story, Resnick, & Blum, 1998).  
 Homophobia does not just impact lesbian and gay students however. Creating a more 
positive school environment where homophobic teasing is not tolerated is an important 
intervention that can improve the psychological and school outcomes for all students, not just 
those who are LGB or questioning (Birkett et al., 2009). In order to create less homophobic 
school climates however, an understanding of the formation of homophobic behavior and 
attitudes is necessary. This study will examine the formation of homophobic behavior, in 
particular homophobic name calling, in adolescents. It will examine how traditional masculinity 
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attitudes are related to homophobic name-calling and how peers influence both the formation of 
masculinity attitudes and engagement in homophobic name-calling. 
Homophobia has commonly been used to describe individual anti-gay attitudes and 
behaviors since the 1970s when homosexuality was officially removed from the DSM-III 
(Herek, 2000). Since then, this term has been widely disputed as it implies a focus on individual 
anti-gay attitudes and an ignorance of institutional homophobic prejudice present in society (i.e., 
laws that do not allow for same sex marriage) (Herek, 2000). Herek has argued that the term 
sexual prejudice is a better reflection of the attitudes and behaviors that create hostile and 
prejudiced environments. This term ties anti-gay attitudes and behaviors to other forms of 
prejudice, such as racial and ethnic prejudice, which are also negative attitudes directed at social 
groups and the members within those social groups. Additionally, homophobia not being 
described as prejudice has separated it from a wide literature in social psychology that has 
devoted itself to the study of prejudice (Herek, 2000). This chapter will summarize the literature 
on homophobia by placing it within a larger literature of prejudice formation. Specific attention 
will be paid to research on peer influences of prejudicial attitudes. Next, the literature on 
predictors of homophobic prejudice will be reviewed. Then the deficits of the extant literature 
and the data analytic plan for this study will be discussed. And finally, the hypotheses of the 
current study will be presented. 
 
The Formation of Prejudiced Attitudes 
 One of the earliest and most influential researchers to examine the formation of prejudice 
was Allport (1954). His seminal book The Nature of Prejudice advanced notions of how children 
accumulate prejudiced attitudes and continues to fuel various lines of research. Perhaps the most 
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famous of Allport‟s musings on the development of prejudice concerns how personality 
influences prejudice. In particular, Allport suggested that certain personality characteristics in 
children, such as a tendency to see the world in dichotomous categories, would lead to the child 
holding prejudiced attitudes. Many researchers have followed Allport‟s original focus and 
correlated a wide range of individual traits with prejudiced attitudes, such as an authoritarian 
personality (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950), right-wing 
authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1981), social dominance orientation (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, 
& Malle, 1994), and religiosity (Allport & Kramer, 1946; Batson & Ventis, 1982). A weakness 
of utilizing only an individual differences approach is that it limits our ability to understand how 
and why these prejudiced attitudes developed and are maintained. Understanding the formation 
of these attitudes is particularly important in order to develop preventative interventions among 
youth.  
 Piaget‟s research on the cognitive development of young children has influenced a newer 
literature utilizing a cognitive developmental framework for understanding prejudice formation 
in young children (Aboud, 1988). This framework identifies the limitations of a young child‟s 
cognitive ability as one of the causes of prejudiced attitudes because it is believed that complex 
cognitive tasks are necessary to tolerate multiple perspectives. Research has shown that children 
as young as four-years-old are able to recognize differences between groups (Aboud, 2005; 
Martin, Ruble, & Szkrybalo, 2002). At the age of 6-7 years, these children are not only able to 
identify their own ethnic group but also show increased in-group positivity and out-group 
negativity (Aboud, 1988; Nesdale, 2001). Beginning around 9 years old, however, children‟s 
innate prejudiced attitudes appear to dissipate and by the time children enter middle childhood 
they begin to report lower prejudiced attitudes (Black-Gutman & Hickson, 1996; Doyle & 
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Aboud, 1995). That is not to say that prejudiced attitudes disappear, only that they are no longer 
reliably predicted only by age. Studies vary in their findings, as some report no changes in age-
related prejudiced attitudes among adolescents and young adults and others report increased 
levels of prejudice with age (Black-Gutman & Hickson, 1996; Hoover & Fishbein, 1999). 
Beginning in early adolescence, other factors besides age appear to be important predictors of the 
formation of prejudiced attitudes (Nesdale, 2008). Peer and parental attitudes may be more 
important predictors in children of this age and individual personality characteristics (Nesdale, 
2008). 
 Cognitive theory alone does not appear to adequately account for the formation of 
prejudiced attitudes; therefore social learning and socialization have also been examined to 
determine their influence on the prejudiced attitudes of children (Aboud & Doyle, 1996). Allport 
believed that parental racial attitudes played a vital role in the formation of prejudiced attitudes 
in children (Allport, 1954). Research has shown, however, that parental prejudiced attitudes do 
not always match their children‟s attitudes. For example, African-American children‟s attitudes 
have been shown to differ from their parent‟s attitudes, with children often having more negative 
racial attitudes than their parents (Branch & Newcombe, 1986; Carlson & Iovini, 1985). 
Additionally, various studies have reported that correlations between parent and child prejudiced 
attitudes may be small or nonexistent (Davey, 1983; Katz, 1976). In order to explain how 
adolescents develop prejudiced attitudes, other social contexts should be examined.  
 
Peer Contextual Influence 
 Bronfenbrenner‟s ecological theory (1977; 1979) suggests that in order to understand 
individual processes, the environment that the individual is embedded within must also be 
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understood. Bronfenbrenner explained that people are embedded within multiple nested 
environments that impact individual processes. These environments go beyond physical settings 
to include social contexts that individuals are surrounded by (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). One social 
context that is of particular importance to adolescents is their peer group. Under ecological 
theory, peers would be defined as a microsystem, as adolescents have direct contact with peers. 
During the teenage years, children‟s peer relationships become more involved and significant in 
their lives; therefore, in order to understand the formation of prejudice, adolescent peer influence 
may be important to consider (Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 1998). 
 A wealth of research has examined the extent to which peers influence teens (Brown, 
2004; Contanzo & Shaw, 1966; Gavin & Furman, 1989; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). It has 
been shown that children‟s identification with their peers reaches its peak in early adolescence 
(Contanzo & Shaw, 1966; Gavin & Furman, 1989). Likewise, research has shown that between 
the ages of 10 and 14 years, children show deficits in their ability to resist peer influence 
(Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Both an increased identification with peers and an inability to 
resist peer influence make early adolescence a time when peers are particularly influential on 
children (Rubin et al., 1998). 
Homophily hypothesis. One theory that has sought to explain peer influence on 
adolescents is the homophily hypothesis (Kandel, 1978). Homophily is the predisposition of 
children to choose peers who are similar across attitudinal and behavioral characteristics. 
Homophily involves two separate processes; selection and socialization. Selection suggests that 
children who are similar to each other are more likely to form groups (Kandel, 1978). 
Socialization refers to how social groups also influence children over time, with children often 
picking up attitudes and behaviors of other group members (Kandel, 1978). The homophily 
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hypothesis has been used to examine a number of sociodemographic characteristics including sex 
(Ibarra, 1992), race (Mollica, Gray, & Trevino, 2003), education and occupation (McPherson & 
Smith-Lovin, 1987) and attitudes and behaviors such as achievement (Ryan, 2001), aggression 
(Espelage, Holt, & Henkel, 2003; Espelage, Green, & Wasserman, 2007) and frequency of 
smoking, and drug use (Ennett & Bauman, 1994; Kandel, 1978). The homophily hypothesis 
lends itself nicely to this study because it is a useful framework for the examination of peer 
influence on the development of prejudiced attitudes.  
Peers influence on prejudice. Despite it being widely recognized that peer groups 
influence attitudes, inadequate work has been done to examine how peer groups influence 
prejudice (for exceptions see Aboud, 1989; Poteat, 2007a). The studies that have examined peer 
influence on prejudice have focused mostly on racial attitudes (Aboud, 1989; Aboud & Doyle, 
1996; Schofield, 1982). For example, Aboud and Doyle (1996) used an experimental 
manipulation to show that discussing racial issues with peers can lower prejudice. In their study, 
8- to 11-year-old children first completed a measure of racial prejudice. High prejudiced children 
were then paired with low prejudiced children, and they were to discuss their ratings on the 
measures. Students who originally reported high racial prejudice reported lower levels of 
prejudice after this discussion. Poteat (2007a) was one of the first to extend previous work on 
peer contextual effects to homophobic attitudes and behaviors. In his study, significant similarity 
in homophobic attitudes within friendship groups at the initial time point was found. 
Additionally, evidence of peer group socialization was found, as adolescent attitudes resembled 
their peers eight months later even after controlling for their original attitudes (Poteat, 2007a). 
Another study by Poteat (2007b) indicated that aggressive peer groups influenced the use of 
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more homophobic epithets. These studies underscored the peer process underlying the 
development and proliferation of prejudiced attitudes. 
 
Predictors of Homophobic Attitudes 
Although few studies have examined the peer-level influences of sexual prejudice, many 
studies have found various individual-level traits that are correlated with homophobic attitudes 
and behavior. One of the most significant predictors of homophobic attitudes is traditional 
masculinity, or masculinity that values dominance, assertiveness, and a lack of emotion (Epstein, 
2001; Mandel & Shakeshaft, 2000, Phoenix, Frosh, & Pattman, 2003). In Whitley‟s 2001 meta-
analysis of gender-role variables and their prediction of homosexuality, traditional gender-role 
beliefs, modern sexism, and hypermasculinity were found to be related to homophobic attitudes. 
In another study by Whitley, the best predictors of homophobic attitudes were being male, 
endorsing traditional gender role beliefs, and sexism (Whitley, 2001).  
Masculinity though appears to be more than a psychologically or biologically-based 
characteristic. Modern masculinity research has taken the view that masculinity is a cultural 
construction. Likewise, Pleck, Sonenstein and Ku (1993) have suggested that males act in 
stereotypically masculine ways, not because they were born with a particular level of masculine 
traits, but because they have internalized a conception of masculinity from their particular 
culture. This notion that culture plays a direct role in determining how masculinity is defined is 
supported by a body of literature that contends that multiple masculinities exist and traditional 
masculinity is often the most rewarded form of masculinity in our culture (Carrigan, Connell, & 
Lee, 1985; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Smiler, 2006). If traditional masculinity is a product 
of socialization, then it would be expected that ecological systems such as parents, schools, 
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communities, and friends could have a socializing effect on masculinity attitudes (Mac an Ghaill, 
1994; Pleck, Sonenstein, & Ku, 1993). Indeed, research has supported that adolescent boys may 
use homophobic bantering as a method of asserting their masculinity to their peers (Epstein, 
2001; Herek, 1986, Mandel & Shakesbaft, 2000; Phoenix et al., 2003). As such, peer contextual 
influences of masculinity attitudes appear to be an important variable to examine in formation of 
homophobia, particularly with boys who endorse higher traditional masculine attitudes and 
higher levels of homophobia (Baker & Fishbein, 1998; Whitley, 2002). This study will examine 
the extent to which peer-level masculinity attitudes influence individual-level masculinity. This 
study will also extend this examination to females, who play an instrumental role in gender role 
transmission. 
Race is another variable that has been implicated as a significant predictor of 
homophobic attitudes, with African-Americans often holding more negative views than Whites 
(Levant, Majors, & Kelley, 1998). African-Americans, particularly African-American males, are 
more likely to hold a traditional masculine ideology and more rigid gender roles (Abreu, 
Goodyear, Campos, & Newcomb, 2000; Levant, Majors, & Kelley, 1998, Majors & Billison, 
1992). Race, sex, masculinity attitudes and peer influence may be weaving a complex picture of 
how homophobic attitudes develop.  
Deficits in the literature. As previously described, theories of prejudice formation have 
spanned both individual (e.g., prejudice as a function of personality-type) and contextual (e.g., 
prejudice learned from parents, peers, or the environment) levels. However, research that 
successfully synthesizes these various theoretical orientations is lacking. As Aboud (2005) 
recommends, in order for researchers to fully understand the formation of prejudice, variables 
from various levels must be included in the same investigation in order to be adequately 
12 
understood. Additionally, although some theoretical frameworks of prejudice have stressed the 
importance of contextual influence; most scholars fail to adequately examine the interaction 
among contexts as the statistical programs available are seen as tedious and difficult. This is 
especially evident in research on homophobic attitudes, where most studies focus on establishing 
prevalence rates. A greater understanding of these complex systems must exist if this research is 
to be useful in the reduction of prejudiced attitudes. Therefore, these investigations will require 
the utilization of complex statistical methods to tease out the influences of parents, peers, and 
environment.  
Hierarchical Linear Modeling. It has been suggested that one reason for the lack of 
research considering peer contextual influence is because of the methodological difficulty in 
teasing out multiple effects (Rubin et al., 1998). Previously, when studying contextual influence, 
many researchers have incorrectly relied on individual-level statistics for hierarchical data. By 
using traditional multiple regression and assuming each observation is independent without 
accounting for the hierarchical nature of the data, correlated errors will likely occur which 
violates one of the basic assumptions of multiple regression. Additionally, the standard errors of 
regression coefficients will be underestimated, leading to an overestimate of statistical 
significance. Advancements by Bryk and Raudenbush (1992) in the development of Hierarchal 
Linear Modeling (HLM) will be used to assess these contextual influences without the problems 
of previous statistical techniques. HLM follows Bronfenbrenner‟s (1977) recommendation that 
relations occurring within and between complex environmental systems must be viewed as 
interdependent and must be analyzed taking account of the entire system. HLM is unique in that 
it allows for the inclusion of both individual (level 1) and peer group (level 2) data. As such, 
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characteristics of both the individual and his/her peer group can be evaluated for their influence 
on homophobic attitudes and behavior. 
Social network analysis. Social network analysis (SNA) considers the structural 
relationships that occur naturally within people, small groups, organizations, or larger entities. 
SNA views these patterns of relationships that connect individuals as influencing their 
perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). According to Cairns, Xie and 
Leung, “Modern developmental research has typically reduced the study of social relationships 
to the individual or dyadic level by emphasizing such constructs as „popularity‟ and 
„friendships‟” (p.25, Cairns, Xie, Leung, 1998; Cillessen & Bukowski, 2000). The recent 
appearance of sophisticated software that eases the formation and analysis of social networks has 
caused a resurgence of interest in SNA and a greater ability to study larger peer groups and to 
understand children within their social system and enhancing the ability to study peer 
socialization (Hanish & Rodkin, 2007; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). 
 
Study Hypotheses 
 The current study will expand the existing literature by using an ecological framework to 
study the formation of homophobia in adolescents. Specifically, it will examine the effects of 
peer socialization on homophobic name-calling and the influence that masculinity attitudes and 
bullying perpetration and victimization play in the transmission of these behaviors. This study 
will examine these research questions by utilizing hierarchical linear modeling (Raudenbush & 
Bryk, 2002) and social network analysis. 
 Homophobic Behaviors. Based on the extant literature, males commonly report higher 
rates of homophobic attitudes and behaviors (Herek, 1988); therefore, it is hypothesized that sex 
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differences will occur on a measure of homophobic behavior with males reporting higher rates of 
homophobic perpetration than females. Likewise, the extant literature also reports that African-
Americans often report higher rates of homophobic attitudes (Levant, Majors & Kelley, 1998), 
therefore it is hypothesized that racial differences will occur on a measure of homophobic 
behavior with African-American students reporting higher rates of homophobic perpetration than 
Caucasian students. It is also hypothesized that grade level will predict homophobic behaviors 
over time as it has been shown that as students progress through middle school, levels of peer 
bullying often increases (DeVoe & Kaffenberger, 2005). 
 Masculinity attitudes. Based on the extant literature, males commonly report more 
traditional masculinity attitudes than women (Baker & Fishbein, 1998; Whitley, 2002); therefore, 
it is hypothesized that sex differences will occur on a measure of masculinity with males 
reporting higher rates of traditional masculinity than females. Likewise, the extant literature also 
reports that African-Americans often report more traditional masculinity attitudes than 
Caucasians (Abreu, Goodyear, Campos, & Newcomb, 2000); therefore, it is hypothesized that 
racial differences will occur on a measure of masculinity with African-American students 
reporting higher rates of traditional masculinity than Caucasian students. It is also hypothesized 
that grade will not predict masculinity attitudes over time. 
 Peer Socialization of Homophobic Behavior. This study will examine the selection and 
socialization effects of peer groups on homophobic behaviors by using a longitudinal design. As 
peer groups have been shown to influence individual behaviors and attitudes (Brown, 2004; 
Contanzo & Shaw, 1966; Gavin & Furman, 1989; Poteat, 2007a; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007), it 
is hypothesized that peer groups will differ across their levels of homophobic behavior. It is also 
hypothesized that peer-level masculinity attitudes will account for the differences between peer 
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groups on homophobic behaviors, with more traditional peer-level masculinity attitudes leading 
to higher prevalences of individual homophobic behavior. Additionally, individual and group 
levels of general bullying perpetration and victimization will be examined for their influences on 
homophobic behavior. And finally, the grade, sex, and racial composition of the peer group will 
be tested as a factor accounting for peer group differences in homophobic behavior. 
 Peer Socialization of Masculinity Attitudes. This study will test for socialization effects 
of peer groups on an individual‟s masculinity attitudes by using a longitudinal design. It is 
hypothesized that peer group membership will significantly predict an individual‟s masculinity 
attitudes over time, even while controlling for previous masculinity attitudes. As peer groups 
appear to be extraordinarily important to teenagers (Rubin et al., 1998), and as research has 
shown the peer socialization of other attitudes in teenagers (Poteat, 2007a), it is expected that 
peer groups who rate highly on traditional masculine attitudes will socialize their peers over time 
to increase their own traditional masculine attitudes.  
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Chapter 3 
Methods 
 The Methods chapter is divided into three sections. The first section describes 
recruitment procedures and characteristics of participants. The second section describes the 
measures selected and their psychometric properties. The last section is a description of study 
procedures.  
 
Participants 
 Participants include 493 5th (n = 50), 6th (n = 134), 7th (n = 131) and 8th (n = 176) grade 
students from two Midwestern middle schools. The sample is 45.2% White, 36.7% Black, and 
18.1% Other. The sample is 50.7% Female (n = 250) and 50.4% Male (n = 243). The survey was 
administered once in the spring of 2008 and once in the fall of 2008 to all students who chose to 
participate during each school day. Youth who did not attend school on the days of the survey 
administration were not surveyed. Also, students who were educated in alternative settings, such 
as home schools, were not surveyed.  
 
Measures 
 The Middle School Bullying & Sexual Violence Surveys included scales measuring a 
wide range of constructs involving both physical and sexual violence in youth. These surveys are 
part of a project being funded by the Centers for Disease Control & Prevention 
(#1U01/CE001677) to Dorothy Espelage (PI), seeking to understand bullying behaviors and their 
relations to sexual violence. Parental permission forms were sent to all 5
th
, 6
th
, 7
th
 and 8
th
 graders 
registered at the middle schools prior to data collection, and parents were asked to sign and 
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return the consent form only if they wished that their child would not participate in the study. 
Each survey administration was split over two days so students would not be too overwhelmed to 
properly fill out the form.  
Demographic variables. Self-reports of sex, grade, and race were elicited to determine 
demographic characteristics.  
Homophobic perpetration and victimization. The Homophobic Content Agent Target 
Scale (HCAT; Poteat & Espelage, 2005) was used to assess the extent to which individuals 
called other students homophobic epithets (Agent; 5 items) and were called homophobic epithets 
by other students (Target; 5 items) during the previous 30 days. Response options include Never, 
1 or 2 times, 3 or 4 times, 5 or 6 times, or 7 or more times. A principal axis factor analysis was 
conducted on the 10 items with a sample of 191 predominantly white middle school students. An 
examination of the scree plot supported a two-factor solution, with the Perpetration scale 
emerging as a distinct factor from the Victimization scale (Poteat & Espelage, 2005). The first 
scale (Perpetration) accounted for 41.24% of the variance. Factor loadings ranged from .59 to .81 
and there were no cross-loadings above .30 on the second scale. The second scale 
(Victimization) accounted for an additional 15.47% of the variance. Factor loadings ranged from 
.56 to .77 and there were no cross-loadings above .30 on the first scale. 
 The first scale, the Perpetration scale, contains 5 items and measures how many times in 
the past 30 days a child has called others homophobic epithets. An example of an item is: How 
many times in the last 30 days did you say words like homo, gay, lesbo, fag or dyke to a friend. 
Higher scores indicate higher homophobic perpetration. Poteat and Espelage (2005) found a 
Cronbach alpha coefficient of .85 and the Perpetration scale was moderately correlated with the 
Illinois Bully Scale (Espelage & Holt, 2001), (males, r = .61; females, r = .58) suggesting 
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convergent validity. Additionally, the Perpetration scale was negatively correlated with the 
measures of Empathic Concern (males, r = -.42; females, r = -.23) and Perspective-taking 
(males, r = -.28; females, r = -.31), providing evidence of discriminant validity (IRI; Davis, 
1983). In the current study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient is.80, which indicates good reliability. 
 The second scale, the Victimization scale, contains 5 items and measures how many 
times in the past 30 days a child was called homophobic epithets by others. An example of an 
item is: How many times in the last 30 days did a friend say words like homo, gay, lesbo, fag or 
dyke to you. Higher scores indicate higher homophobic victimization. Poteat and Espelage 
(2005) found a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .85 and the Victimization scale was strongly 
correlated (males, r = .62; females, r = .68) with the University of Illinois Victimization Scale 
(Espelage & Holt, 2001), suggesting convergent validity. In the current study,  = .69. Both the 
HCAT Perpetration and Victimization scales will be used in this investigation. 
General bullying and victimization. The University of Illinois Aggression Scales 
(Espelage & Holt, 2001) were used to assess the occurrence of bullying behavior and 
victimization by peers.  For all items, students are asked to indicate how often in the past 30 days 
they have engaged in a specified behavior.  Response options include 0 (never), 1 (1 or 2 times), 
2 (3 or 4 times), 3 (5 or 6 times), and 4 (7 or more times).  A principal axis factor analysis of the 
18 items with a sample of 422 predominantly white middle school students supported a three-
factor solution or three subscales (Espelage & Holt, 2001).  For this manuscript the bullying and 
victimization scales were used. 
The first, the Bullying scale, contains 9 items specifying bullying behaviors including 
teasing, social exclusion, name-calling, and rumor spreading such as I teased other students and I 
upset other students for the fun of it.  Higher scores indicate higher self-reported bullying.  
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Espelage and Holt (2001) found a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .87 and the Bullying Scale was 
found to be strongly correlated (r = .65) with the Youth Self-Report Aggression Scale 
(Achenbach, 1991), suggesting convergent validity.  This scale was also found to converge with 
peer nomination data (Espelage, Holt, & Henkel, 2003).  The Bullying Scale was not highly 
correlated with the Victimization Scale (r = .25), providing evidence of discriminant validity.  
For this sample, a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .86 was obtained. 
The second subscale, the Victimization Scale, contains 4 items assessing victimization by 
peers such as Other students called me names and I got hit and pushed by other students.  Higher 
scores indicate more self-reported victimization.  Factor loadings ranged from .55 through .92 for 
these 4 items, which accounted for 6% of the variance, and a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .88 
was obtained (Espelage & Holt, 2001).  In the present study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was 
.79 for this scale. 
Masculinity. The Adolescent Masculinity Ideology in Relationships Scale (AMIRS; 
Chu, Porche, & Tolman, 2005) was used to assess the level of masculinity attitudes. Response 
options range from 1 (Strongly Disagree) through 4 (Strongly Agree). A higher score indicates 
more traditional masculinity attitudes and a lower score indicates more non-traditional 
masculinity attitudes. The AMIRS is unique in that it was created specifically for use with 
adolescents, while most measures of masculinity attitudes are created for use with an adult 
population (Chu, Porche, & Tolman, 2005). Additionally, it was created to specifically assess 
adolescent masculinity within relationships, which makes it an ideal measure to examine peer 
contextual effects. A principal axis factor analysis was conducted on the 12 items with a sample 
of 278 7th grade, 8
th
 grade, and high school students. These adolescents were a majority middle 
class students and were 70% White. Chu et al. reported that an examination of the scree plot and 
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factor loadings supported a single-factor solution. This uni-dimensional scale accounted for 
18.30% of the variance.   
Examples of items are: It’s important for a boy to act like nothing is wrong, even when 
something is bothering him, In a good dating relationship the boy gets his way most of the time, 
It’s okay for a boy to say no to sex (reverse scored). Chu et al. (2005) found a Cronbach alpha 
coefficient of .70 and the AMIRS was moderately correlated with the Male Role Attitudes Scale 
(Snell, 1989) (r = .48), suggesting convergent validity. The AMIRS was negatively correlated 
with the Attitudes towards Women Scale for Adolescents, which is a measure of unconventional 
attitudes toward women‟s roles and rights (AWSA; Galambos et al., 1985) (r = -.42), providing 
evidence of discriminant validity. Closer examination of the development of the AMIRS 
suggested that a two-dimensional solution might have accounted for more variance, as the 
authors did not conduct a confirmatory factor analysis, and rather reported only loadings from an 
exploratory factor analysis. Additionally, a recent examination of the scale by Newlin (2009) 
supports the notion of two masculinity factors, which supports the notion of multiple male 
masculinities (Carrigan, Connell & Lee, 1985; Connell and Messerschmidt, 2005; Smiler, 2004). 
Newlin (2009) conducted both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses with a large (n = 
1000) sample of middle school students. Both the EFA and the CFA indicated that the data 
provided a good fit for the two-factor model, GFI = .97, 2 (53, n = 1,000) = 220.08, p < .001, 
RMSEA = .05. Seven items loaded on the first factor and represented the traditional masculinity 
scale, and factor loadings ranged from .46 (It‟s embarrassing for a guy when he needs to ask for 
help) through .63 (If a guy tells people his worries he will look weak). The remaining five items 
represented the nontraditional masculinity scale, and factor loadings ranged from .48 (I think it is 
important for a guy to talk about his feelings, even if people might laugh at him) through .71 (I 
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would be friends with a guy who is gay) (Table A9). The two scales were moderately correlated 
(r = -.50; p < .001), suggesting that they are overlapping, but also unique factors.  
 Due to the factor solution, only the Traditional Masculinity scale will be used in this 
examination. Estimates of internal consistency were examined and an alpha coefficient of .76 
was found, indicating good reliability. 
Friendship nominations. The Ennett & Bauman (1994) approach was utilized to collect 
friendship nominations. Students were asked to list up to eight students at their school with 
whom they spent the most time and considered their friends, excluding siblings. These names 
were converted to the code number of the respective participant and matched with the 
corresponding survey data. 
 
Procedures 
The Middle School Bullying & Sexual Violence Surveys were administered to provide 
information on various attitudes and behaviors involving both physical and sexual violence of 
youth. This survey is part of a project being funded by the Centers for Disease Control. The 
survey was administered over two days to 493 middle school students, at both Wave 1 and Wave 
2.  
Parental permission forms were sent to all 5
th
, 6
th
, 7
th
 and 8
th
 graders registered at the 
middle school prior to data collection and parents were asked to sign and return the parent 
information letter only if they wished that their child would not participate in the study. Several 
attempts were made to inform parents in each community about the survey. In the early spring of 
2008, investigators attended Parent-Teacher conference meetings and attended staff meetings, 
and the study was announced in school newsletters, school district newsletters, and emails from 
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the principals. Additionally, multiple safeguards have been implemented to protect students from 
being disturbed by the content of the surveys. First, at each student data collection, an assent 
script was read to students whose parents have consented to their participation. After this script 
was read, students indicated their consent by signing their name on the survey coversheet and 
had the opportunity to indicate that they did not want to participate in the project without 
penalty. Additionally at every survey administration a doctoral-level psychology student was in 
the room that had been appropriately trained to provide an immediate response to a participant 
and direct him/her to appropriate resources. Third, students were given a card with researcher 
contact information in case more information about the study or a referral was needed. On this 
business card, multiple self-help resource numbers were included. Fourth, students were 
reminded verbally about school-based resources available to all students (e.g., guidance 
counselors) in the beginning and end of each survey administration. Finally, students were told 
that they could stop the survey at any time should they feel upset by the questions. 
The survey was given once in the Spring of 2008 and again in the Fall of 2008. Survey 
administrations occurred on two consecutive days. Students were assured that their answers 
would remain anonymous, as their name would be converted to a number as soon as the surveys 
were collected and that no teachers or parents would have access to their answers. Those students 
who elected not to participate or who had consent forms sent back were removed and went to 
another supervised classroom.  
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Chapter 4 
Results 
This chapter describes and summarizes the statistical analyses used to evaluate the 
research questions and hypotheses established in the previous chapters. This chapter reports the 
results of the preliminary data analysis, including data screening. Next, the results of conducting 
social network analysis for peer group formation are reported. Subsequently, the results of 
hierarchical linear modeling is explained with first reporting the results of the contextual 
examination of homophobic name-calling perpetration, and then reporting the results of the 
socialization modeling of both homophobic name-calling perpetration and traditional masculinity 
attitudes. 
 
Preliminary Data Analyses 
 To determine the impact of demographic data across variables of interest, differences 
across the study measures of homophobic name-calling perpetration and victimization, 
traditional masculinity attitudes, and bullying perpetration and victimization will be examined.  
Gender differences on Wave 1 measures. Significant mean differences across gender 
on study measures at the individual level were examined using independent sample t tests. 
Females did not differ on levels of bullying perpetration nor levels of bullying victimization. 
However, females did report significantly lower scores on homophobic name-calling 
perpetration (M = 1.5382) compared to males (M = 1.7917), p < .01. Females also reported 
significantly lower scores on homophobic name-calling victimization (M = 1.3394) compared to 
males (M = 1.5110), p < .01.And lastly, females also reported significantly lower levels of 
traditional masculinity attitudes (M = 1.7736) compared to males (M = 2.0869), p < .001. 
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 Racial differences on Wave 1 measures. Significant mean differences across racial 
groups on study measures at the individual level were examined using one-way ANOVAs and 
Scheffé comparisons. The result revealed a statistically significant difference in the mean scores 
of bullying perpetration between racial groups, F (2, 489) = 6.621, p < .001. Post hoc 
comparisons with Scheffé‟s statistic suggest that youth who identify as African American report 
significantly greater bullying perpetration over both youth who identify as White and those who 
identify as Bi-racial or of another ethnicity. Statistically significant differences in the mean 
scores of traditional masculinity attitudes was also found between racial groups, F (2, 489) = 
4.061, p < .05. Post hoc comparisons with Scheffé‟s statistic suggest that youth who identify as 
White report significantly lower traditional masculinity attitudes than youth who identify as 
African American and youth who identify as Bi-racial or of another ethnicity (all ps < .05). The 
analyses did not however find any statistically significant differences across racial groups on 
bullying victimization, homophobic name-calling perpetration, nor homophobic name-calling 
victimization. 
 Grade differences on Wave 1 measures. Significant mean differences across grades 
(fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth) on study measures at the individual level were examined using 
one-way ANOVAs and Scheffé comparisons. The result revealed a statistically significant 
difference in the mean scores of bullying perpetration between grades, F (3, 488) = 8.632, p < 
.001. Post hoc comparisons with Scheffé‟s statistic suggest that seventh and eighth graders have 
significantly higher bullying perpetration than fifth and sixth graders. There was also a 
significant difference in the mean scores of bullying victimization between grades, F (3, 488) = 
4.458, p < .01. Post hoc comparisons with Scheffé‟s statistic suggest that eighth graders have 
significantly higher bullying victimization than fifth graders. Homophobic name-calling 
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perpetration also showed a significant difference in the mean scores between grades,  F (3, 488) 
=  7.905, p < .001. Post hoc comparisons with Scheffé‟s statistic suggest that seventh and eighth 
graders perpetrate significantly greater homophobic name-calling than fifth or sixth graders. And 
finally, results also revealed differences in the mean traditional masculinity attitudes across 
grades, F (3, 488) = 2.892, p < .05. Post hoc comparisons with Scheffé‟s statistic suggest that 
seventh and eighth graders have significantly higher traditional masculinity attitudes than fifth or 
sixth graders (all ps < .05). No statistically significant differences on mean rates of homophobic 
name-calling victimization were found across grade. 
 School differences across measures. In order to examine the differences of subjects 
between the two schools used for this study, differences on demographic characteristics and 
study measures were tested. First, a χ² revealed that the proportion of African American students 
was greater at school A vs. school B (55% vs. 17% African American), χ², (2, N = 493) = 
88.428, p < 001. Next, mean level differences on study measures were examined using 
independent-samples t tests. Schools did not significantly differ from each other on bullying 
perpetration, bullying victimization, homophobic name-calling perpetration, nor traditional 
masculinity attitudes. Schools only differed on the amount of homophobic name-calling 
victimization that they indicated, with School A reporting a significantly lower amount (M = 
1.63, SD = .56) than School B (M = 1.50, SD = .72), t (490) = -2.55, p < .05.  
Correlations among variables at Wave 1 and Wave 2. In order to examine study 
measures and their relationships to each other, a correlation matrix was created with the study 
variables at both Wave 1 and Wave 2 (see Table 1). In order to guard against alpha inflation, a 
Bonferroni correction was used to establish the alpha level at .001 (.05/45). As shown in Table 2, 
the correlations between many of the study measures were significant (ps < .001). Only 
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traditional masculinity attitudes were consistently not correlated with bullying victimization and 
homophobic victimization at both Wave 1 and Wave 2. Also of note, bullying perpetration is 
highly correlated with homophobic perpetration (r = .66 at Wave 1, r =.60 at Wave 2).  As 
shown in Table 2, the correlations between the all measures across Wave 1 and Wave 2 show 
significant stability. The stability coefficient was r = .51 for bullying perpetration, r = .57 for 
bullying victimization, r = .56 for homophobic perpetration, r = .60 for homophobic 
victimization, and r = .52 for traditional masculinity attitudes (ps < .001). 
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Table 1   
 
Individual Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Across Measures 
 
Wave  
M 
(SD) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Wave 1            
 1. Bully 
    Perp 
1.39 
(.53) 
- .27* .66* .36* .25*      
 2. Bully 
    Vict 
1.62 
(.85) 
 - .23* .52* .02      
 3. HCAT    
    Perp 
1.66 
(.87) 
  - .56* .30*      
 4. HCAT    
    Vict 
1.42 
(.64) 
   - .14      
 5. Masc 1.92 
(.49) 
    -   .   
Wave  2            
 6. Bully  
    Perp 
1.39 
(.57) 
.51* .13 .39* .33* .24* - .25* .60* .53* .31* 
 7. Bully  
    Vict 
1.63 
(.87) 
.22* .57* .21* .50* .03  - .21* .41* .01 
 8. HCAT  
    Perp 
1.68 
(.89) 
.50* .19 .56* .41* .32*   - .66* .24* 
 9. HCAT    
    Vict 
1.38 
(.69) 
.31* .38* .40* .60* .21*    - .23* 
 10. Masc 1.84 
(.53) 
.22* .04 .28* .20 .52*     - 
 
Note: Bully Perp = Bullying Perpetration; Bully Vict = Bullying Victimization; HCAT Perp = Homophobic Name-calling Perpetration; HCAT 
Vict = Homophobic Name-calling Victimization; Masc = Traditional Masculinity. 
* = Sig. at .001 
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Identification of peer groups at Wave 1. Social network analysis was conducted using 
Wave 1 friendship nomination data, as this project examines the socialization of homophobic 
perpetration and masculinity attitudes over time, after controlling for the individual‟s Wave 1 
homophobic perpetration and masculinity attitudes.  Peer groups were created by first separating 
the students by grade, and then creating multiple matrices of strongly tied peers (e.g. peers with 
reciprocated friendships) within each grade. Students who did not have any reciprocated 
friendships, also known as type 1 isolates, were excluded from analyses as they did not 
significantly differ across any demographic measures and as this is a study of peer effects. These 
matrixes of reciprocated friendships were then entered into the UCINET program (Borgatti, 
Everett, & Freeman, 1999) where the Girvan-Newman algorithm (Girvan & Newman, 2002) was 
used to identify groups of students who report having more friendships with each other than with 
students in other groups. The algorithm's steps for community detection are: (1) the betweenness 
of all edges in the network is calculated; (2) the edge with the highest betweenness is removed; 
(3) the betweenness of all edges affected by the removal is recalculated; (4) Steps 2 and 3 are 
repeated until no edges remain. The algorithm also produces a fit statistic called the modularity 
(Q), for each possible number of peer groups. The larger the value of Q, the stronger the group 
structure, therefore the program user can be confident that the number of peer groups chosen is 
the best fit for the data. Networks with good community structure commonly report Qs that range 
from 0.3 to 0.7 (Du, Feldman, Li, & Jin, 2007). 
School A fifth grade. For the fifty 5th graders at Wave 1, the SNA yielded a modularity 
of Q = .60 with 5 peer groups. These five peer groups were composed of 5 cliques (n = 43, 86%) 
ranging in size from 6 members to 11 members (M = 8.60; SD = 1.95), 3 gender-specific cliques 
(1 Male, 2 female) and 2 mixed gender cliques.  Zero type 2 isolated dyads were identified.  
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Seven students (14%) were not categorized as clique members or members of isolated dyads as 
none of their nominations were reciprocated.  They were categorized as type 1 isolates and were 
not included in subsequent analyses.  See Table 2 and 3 for full descriptive statistics and Figure 1 
for a graphical representation. 
 
 
Figure 1. School A 5
th
 grade social network analysis.  
 
 
School A sixth grade. For the sixty-one 6th graders at Wave 1, the SNA yielded 
modularity of Q = .66 and 6 peer groups. These six peer groups were composed of 5 cliques (n = 
47, 77%) ranging in size from 4 members to 13 members (M = 8.17; SD = 4.35), 5 gender-
specific cliques (2 Male, 3 female) and zero mixed gender cliques.  One type 2 isolated dyads (n 
= 2, 4%) was identified, which included two males.  12 students (19%) were not categorized as 
clique members or members of isolated dyads as none of their nominations were reciprocated.  
They were categorized as type 1 isolates and were not included in subsequent analyses.  See 
Table 2 and 3 for full descriptive statistics and Figure 2 for a graphical representation. 
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Figure 2. School A 6
th
 grade social network analysis  
 
School B sixth grade.  For the seventy-three 6th graders at Wave 1, the SNA yielded a 
modularity of Q = .71 and 11 peer groups, composed of 8 cliques (n = 55, 75%) ranging in size 
from 3 members to 12 members (M = 5.55; SD = 3.56), 8 gender-specific cliques (4 Male, 4 
female) and zero mixed gender cliques.  Three type 2 isolated dyads (n = 6, 8%) were identified, 
two of which included two individuals of the same gender (1 Male; 1 Female).  Eleven students 
(15%) were not categorized as clique members or members of isolated dyads as none of their 
nominations were reciprocated.  They were categorized as type 1 isolates and were not included 
in subsequent analyses.  See Table 2 and 3 for full descriptive statistics and Figure 3 for a 
graphical representation. 
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Figure 3. School B 6
th
 grade social network analysis  
 
 School A seventh grade. For the sixty-five 7th graders at Wave 1, the SNA yielded a 
modularity of Q =.71 and 7 peer groups. These 7 peer groups were composed of 7 cliques (n = 
46, 71%) ranging in size from 3 members to 9 members (M = 6.57; SD = 2.37), 7 gender-specific 
cliques (3 Male, 4 female) and zero mixed gender cliques.  Zero type 2 isolated dyads were 
identified. Nineteen students (29%) were not categorized as clique members or members of 
isolated dyads, as none of their nominations were reciprocated.  They were categorized as type 1 
isolates and were not included in subsequent analyses.  See Table 2 and 3 for full descriptive 
statistics and Figure 4 for a graphical representation. 
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Figure 4. School A 7
th
 grade social network analysis 
 
School B seventh grade. For the sixty-six 7th graders at Wave 1, the SNA yielded a 
modularity of Q=.60 and 9 peer groups. These 9 peer groups were composed of 7 cliques (n = 
49, 74%) ranging in size from 4 members to 11 members (M = 6.11; SD = 2.97), 9 gender-
specific cliques (5 Male, 4 female) and zero mixed gender cliques.  Zero type 2 isolated dyads 
were identified. Eleven students (16%) were not categorized as clique members or members of 
isolated dyads, as none of their nominations were reciprocated.  They were categorized as type 1 
isolates and were not included in subsequent analyses. See Table 2 and 3 for full descriptive 
statistics and Figure 5 for a graphical representation. 
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Figure 5. School B 7
th
 grade social network analysis  
 
School A eighth grade. For the eighty-two 8th graders at Wave 1, the SNA yielded a 
modularity of Q =.77 and 12 peer groups. These 12 peer groups were composed of 10 cliques (n 
= 56, 68%) ranging in size from 3 members to 11 members (M = 5.00; SD = 2.89), 10 gender-
specific cliques (5 Male, 4 female) and 1 mixed gender clique.  Two type 2 isolated dyads (n = 4, 
5%) were identified, all of which included two individuals of the same gender (1 Male; 1 
Female).  Twenty two students (27%) were not categorized as clique members or members of 
isolated dyads, as none of their nominations were reciprocated.  They were categorized as type 1 
isolates and were not included in subsequent analyses.  See Table 2 and 3 for full descriptive 
statistics and Figure 6 for a graphical representation. 
34 
 
Figure 6. School A 8
th
 grade social network analysis 
 
School B eighth grade. For the ninety-four 8th graders at Wave 1, the SNA yielded a 
modularity of Q =.70 and 9 peer groups. These 9 peer groups were composed of 9 cliques (n = 
74, 79%) ranging in size from 13 members to 4 members (M = 6.59; SD = 3.33), 9 gender-
specific cliques (5 Male, 4 female) and zero mixed gender clique.  Zero type 2 isolated dyads 
were identified. 20 students (21%) were not categorized as clique members or members of 
isolated dyads, as none of their nominations were reciprocated.  They were categorized as type 1 
isolates and were not included in subsequent analyses.  See Table 2 and 3 for full descriptive 
statistics and Figure 7 for a graphical representation. 
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Figure 7. School B 8
th
 grade social network analysis  
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Table 2 
Peer Group Descriptive Statistics at School and Grade Level 
   School A   School B   Total 
Variable 5
th
 6
th
 7
th
 8
th
  6
th
 7
th
 8
th
   
 # of Peer Groups  
(Q) 
5  
(.60) 
6  
(.66) 
7  
(.71) 
12  
(.77) 
 11  
(.71) 
9  
(.60) 
9  
(.70) 
 59  
(.60 - .77) 
 % Reciprocated 41.8% 35.9% 21.9% 28.9%  29.6% 29.0% 36.2%  31.9% 
 Gender           
  Female 2 3 4 5  5 4 4  27 
  Male 1 3 3 6  5 5 5  28 
  Mixed Gender 2 0 0 1  1 0 0  4 
 Race           
  Mostly Black 3 3 3 8  1 2 0  20 
  Mostly White 1 2 2 3  10 6 7  31 
  Mixed Race 1 1 2 1  0 1 2  8 
 Range in Size 6 – 11 4 – 13 3 – 9 2 – 11  2 - 12 2 – 11 4 – 13  2 – 13 
Note: Peer groups identified as female if > 80% of members were female; male if > 80% identified as male; and 
mixed gender if the peer group did not fall into the two previous categories. 
Peer groups identified as mostly black if > 80% of members were black; mostly white if > 80% of members 
identified as white; mixed race if the peer group did not fall into the two previous categories. 
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Table 3   
Means and Standard Deviations of Variables at the Peer Group Level, and at Both Waves 
Wave   Wave Mean (SD) 
Wave 1   
 Bully Perpetration 1.38 (0.30) 
 Bully Victimization 1.60 (0.44) 
 HCAT Perpetration 1.61 (0.51) 
 HCAT Victimization 1.41 (0.35) 
 Masculinity 1.92 (0.27) 
Wave 2   
 Bully Perpetration 1.38 (0.28) 
 Bully Victimization 1.62 (0.42) 
 HCAT Perpetration 1.65 (0.58) 
 HCAT Victimization 1.39 (0.34) 
 Masculinity 1.81 (0.31) 
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Hierarchical Linear Modeling 
Three steps are involved in developing a two-level hierarchical linear model. First, a fully 
unconditional (null) model is estimated which is analogous to conducting a one-way random 
effects ANOVA. Through this, within-group and between-group components that explain 
variance in the outcome variable are calculated. An intraclass correlation (ICC) is then calculated 
to determine the amount of variance between groups, as well as a 2 which will reveal if 
between-group variation exists. In the case of the current investigation, a significant 2 would 
indicate that significant amounts of variation exist between peer groups on the outcome variable. 
Then multilevel modeling building can occur, in which level 2 variables are hypothesized to 
explain Level 1 parameter variation on homophobic perpetration. Level 2 variables were 
calculated by finding the Wave 1 mean scale score for each peer group. In order to assist with 
interpretation, level 2 variables were also grand mean centered as recommended by Raudenbush  
and Bryk (2002). A level 1 random-intercept model is tested next to evaluate slope 
heterogeneity. If slopes are heterogeneous, this would indicate that the relation between Level 1 
variables and the outcomes variable are different between peer groups. The results of hierarchical 
linear modeling for this sample follows, first exploring predictors of homophobic-name-calling 
perpetration (HCATp) and the possible peer contextual model of this behavior. Then the peer 
group socialization of both homophobic name-calling perpetration and traditional masculinity 
attitudes over time will be examined.  
Examination of the contextual effect of groups. The multilevel modeling method 
described above will be used to test the individual and peer influences on homophobic behavior, 
specifically examining the influence of traditional masculinity attitudes and general bullying and 
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victimization on  homophobic perpetration. First an unconditional model of HCATp at Wave 1 
was created (see Equation 1). 
 
Level 1: HCATij = β0j + rij      (1) 
 
 In this model, β0j equals the average level of homophobic name-calling in peer group j with rij 
equaling the difference between an individual student‟s HCATp and the mean HCATp of their 
peer group. The chi-square allows us to reject the null hypothesis that mean homophobic 
perpetration scores across all peer groups are equal, 2(58, N=389) =151.80, p < .05 (see Tables 
4 and 5 for full parameter estimates and fit statistics). An intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) 
was calculated, which revealed that 20% of the variance of homophobic perpetration existed 
between peer groups. The deviance was 968.86 for the two estimated parameters.  Overall, these 
results suggested that HLM is an appropriate methodology to better understand the peer group 
differences on homophobic perpetration. 
 A contextual model was then constructed with grand mean centered peer-level 
masculinity attitudes entered on the level 2 (see Equation 2).  
 
                                     Level 1: HCATij = β0j + rij                (2) 
          Level 2: β0j = γ00 + γ01(PG_Masc) + u0j 
 
This accounted for 62% of the variance of homophobic perpetration between peer groups, and 
there was still a significant portion of variance left to be modeled (see Table 4 for parameter 
estimates). Multiple contextual models were examined by adding individual-level scale scores of 
bullying behavior, bullying victimization, traditional masculinity attitudes, and homophobic 
victimization into the model. The fit of grand-mean centered peer group levels of masculinity, 
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bullying perpetration and victimization, and homophobic victimization was also examined. And 
finally, due to differences across study measures on grade, sex, and race, these were also entered 
at the level 1, as well at the level 2 in which they were entered as peer group averages. Models 
were built slowly, entering two variables at a time and retaining a variable if the final estimation 
of fixed effects indicated a P-value of p < .05, as well as a reduction of deviance, which is a fit 
indicator. The best fitting contextual model with fixed slopes has level-1 variables of bullying 
perpetration and homophobic victimization and a level-2 variable of peer group traditional 
masculinity (see Equation 3).  
 
Level 1: HCATij = β0j + β1j(Bullyij) + β2j(HCATvij) + rij 
 Level 2: β0j = γ00 + γ01(PG_Masc) + u0j       (3) 
                                      β1j = γ01  
                                      β2j = γ02  
 
This model accounted for 97% of the variance between groups and 47% of the variance within 
groups compared to the null model. Level 1 slopes were then allowed to vary randomly to 
examine the relationship of homophobic perpetration with bullying perpetration and homophobic 
victimization. Results revealed that the 2associated with the bullying slope was statistically 
significant, 2(57, N=389) = 95.08, p < .05. As such, the null hypothesis that the relationship 
between bullying and homophobic perpetration between peer groups does not differ is rejected. 
Gender of the peer group was added as a moderator (see Equations 4 and 5).  
 
        Level 1: HCATij = β0j + β1j(Bullyij) + β2j(HCATvij) + rij  
Level 2: β0j = γ00 + γ01(PG_Masc) + u0j       (4) 
                                     β1j = γ01 + u0j   
                                     β2j = γ02  
 
 
          Level 1: HCATij = β0j + β1j(Bullyij) + β2j(HCATvij) + rij  
41 
Level 2: β0j = γ00 + γ01(PG_Masc) + u0j       (5) 
                                     β1j = γ01 + γ11(PG_Gender) + u0j   
                                     β2j = γ02  
 
The results indicated that the gender of the peer group was a significant moderator of the 
relationship between bullying and homophobic perpetration, and accounted for 11% of the 
variance in slopes across groups. The results indicated that the relationship between homophobic 
perpetration and bullying behavior is increased in male peer groups and decreased in female peer 
groups. Although the inclusion of these factors reduced a significant portion of the variance in 
the model parameters, more variance was able to be explained by variables not included in this 
study on both the intercepts, 2(56, N=389) = 88.91, p < .05, and the slopes, 2(56, N=389) = 
97.08 , p < .05. 
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Peer group socialization. 
Socialization of homophobic behavior. As McPherson et al. (2003) recommended, in 
order to examine peer group socialization, this model will incorporate longitudinal data from 
Wave 2, Fall 2008. Because of the use of longitudinal data however, the Wave 1 8
th
 grade cohort 
was not included in these analyses, as that cohort of students had graduated at the time of the 
Wave 2 data collection. The 8
th
 grade students were examined and they did not differ on any 
measures of demographics beyond age.  
Socialization models were constructed to examine if peer group homophobic behavior at 
Wave 1 predicted individual homophobic perpetration at Wave 2, even after controlling for an 
individual‟s original level of homophobic perpetration at Wave 1. In the first unconditional 
model, differences in peer-level homophobic behavior scores at Wave 2 were examined (see 
Equation 6). 
 
Level 1: HCATpT2ij = β0j + rij     (6) 
        Level 2: β0j = γ00 + u0j 
 
 A 2 was calculated which indicated significant differences between peer groups on the 
homophobic perpetration, 2(38, N= 212) = 82.73, p < .05 (see Tables 6 and 7 for full parameter 
estimates and fit statistics).  An ICC indicated that 18.4% of the variance of homophobic 
perpetration existed between peer groups.  
A model was then constructed with an individual‟s grand mean centered Wave 1 level of 
homophobic perpetration entered as a predictor of their Wave 2 homophobic perpetration (see 
Equation 7).  
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Level 1: HCATpT2ij = β0j + β1j(HCATpT1ij) + rij    (7) 
        Level 2: β0j = γ00  + u0j 
                                   β1j = γ01 
 
Random slopes were also specified to determine if peer groups differed in the extent that Wave 1 
homophobic perpetration scores predicted their Wave 2 scores (see Equation 8).  
 
Level 1: HCATpT2ij = β0j + β1j(HCATpT1ij) + rij    (8) 
        Level 2: β0j = γ00  + u0j   
                           β1j = γ01 + u0j   
 
Individual Wave 1 scores accounted for 35% of the within group variance of Wave 2 scores, and 
a significant portion of variance between groups was left to be explained, 2(34, N= 212) = 
51.70, p < .05. Additionally, the relationship between Wave 1 and Wave 2 homophobic 
perpetration significantly differed by groups, and a random slopes and intercept model was 
retained, 2(34, N= 212) = 76.02, p < .05.   
Next, grand mean centered peer group levels of homophobic perpetration during Wave 1 
were entered at the level 2 as a test of peer group socialization over time. A socialization effect 
was found, as peer group level of homophobic perpetration at Wave 1 significantly impacted the 
intercept of the level 1 equation (see Equation 9).  
 
Level 1: HCATpT2ij = β0j + β1j(HCATpT1ij) + rij    (9) 
        Level 2: β0j = γ00  + γ01(PG_HCATpT1) + u0j   
                           β1j = γ01 + u0j   
 
Peer group level of homophobic perpetration was also entered as a predictor of the level 1 slope, 
however no significant moderating effect was found. And finally, peer group levels of sex, grade, 
race, and homophobic victimization scores were entered as predictors of the intercept and slope. 
46 
Of these variables, only peer group level of homophobic victimization was significant, as it 
moderated the association between Wave 1 and Wave 2 homophobic perpetration.  
The final model included an individual‟s homophobic perpetration at Wave 1, which was 
moderated by the amount of homophobic perpetration their peer group had experienced at Wave 
1. Students within peer groups that experienced high amounts of victimization at Wave 1 had a 
high association between their past levels homophobic behavior and their future levels 
homophobic behavior. Peer group level of homophobic perpetration at time 1 was also a 
significant predictor of an individual‟s time 2 behavior, with highly homophobic peer groups 
leading to higher individual levels of homophobic behavior, after controlling for an individual‟s 
original level of homophobic behavior. (see Equation 10).   
 
Level 1: HCATpT2ij = β0j + β1j(HCATpT1ij) + rij    (10) 
      Level 2: β0j = γ00  + γ01(PG_HCATpT1) + u0j   
                    β1j = γ01 + γ11(PG_HCATvT1)  + u0j   
 
This model accounted for 95% of the variance between peer groups on average homophobic 
perpetration and the variance of the intercept parameter became non-significant, 2(33, N= 212) 
= 41.86, p > .05.  This model accounted for 43% of the variance of the level 1 slope between 
peer groups, although a significant portion of variance still exists with the slope parameter,         
2(33, N= 212) = 60.40, p < .05.   
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Table 8 
 
Summary of Final Models of Homophobic Perpetration 
 
  
Predictor Variables 
HCATPerp at Wave1 
Contextual Model 
HCATPerp at Wave2 
Socialization Model 
 
Individual – Level 1    
   Grade    
   Gender    
   Race    
   HCAT Perpetration    ✓*  
         HCATPerp X PG_HCATvict  ✓  
   HCAT Victimization ✓   
   Bully Perpetration   ✓*   
         BullyPerp X PG_Gender ✓   
   Bully Victimization    
   Traditional Masculinity    
    
Peer Group – Level 2    
   Grade    
   Gender    
   Race  
  
 
   HCAT Perpetration  ✓  
   HCAT Victimization    
   Bully Perpetration    
   Bully Victimization    
   Traditional Masculinity ✓   
Note: All predictor variables are from Wave 1.  
* = Level 1 predictor variable that was found to have a random slope. Cross level predictor indicated below. 
 
50 
 Peer group socialization of masculinity. The multilevel modeling method described 
above will be used to test whether the masculinity attitudes of peer groups socialize the 
masculinity attitudes of individuals over time. Again, in order to assess peer group socialization, 
this model will incorporate longitudinal data from Wave 2, Fall 2008 (McPherson, 2003). The 
Wave 1 8
th
 grade cohort was not included in these analyses, as that cohort of students had 
graduated at the time of the Wave 2 data collection. The students were examined and they did 
not differ on any measures of demographics beyond age. 
In the first unconditional model, differences in peer-level masculinity scores at Wave 2 
were examined (see Equation 11).  
 
Level 1: MascT2ij = β0j + rij      (11) 
      Level 2: β0j = γ00 + u0j   
 
The examination of a 2 demonstrated that significant differences existed between peer group 
scores on masculinity attitudes, 2(33, N= 212) = 60.40, p < .05 (see Table 9 for full parameter 
estimates and fit statistics).   The ICC indicated that 11.2% of the variance on masculinity 
attitudes occurred between peer groups. A model was then constructed with an individual‟s 
grand mean centered Wave 1 level of masculinity attitudes entered as a predictor of their Wave 2 
masculinity attitudes (see Equation 12).  
 
Level 1: MascT2ij = β0j + β1j(MascT1ij) + rij     (12) 
      Level 2: β0j = γ00  + u0j   
              β1j = γ01 
 
Random slopes were also specified to determine if peer groups differed in the extent that Wave 1 
masculinity scores predicted their Wave 2 scores (see Equation 13). 
51 
 
Level 1: MascT2ij = β0j + β1j(MascT1ij) + rij     (13) 
      Level 2: β0j = γ00  + u0j   
                         β1j = γ01 + u0j   
 
 On Wave 2 scores, individual Wave 1 scores accounted for 20% of the within group variance 
and 97% of the between group variance. An examination of the ICC indicated that variance left 
between groups was no longer significant, as Wave 1 individual scores accounted for nearly all 
of the of the difference between the peer groups, 2(35, N= 212) = 30.80, p > .05. As there was 
no more variance left to model, multilevel model building was discontinued. 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
 The findings of this study are in line with a large body of research that has demonstrated 
the strong influence peers exert on adolescents (Kandel, 1978) and that these adolescent peer 
groups play a significant role in the formation and maintenance of harmful and aggressive 
behaviors (Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Gest, & Gariépy, 1988; Dishion, Spracklen, Andrews, & 
Patterson, 1996; Espelage, Holt, & Henkel, 2003).  These findings also expand this previous 
work by demonstrating that peers play a role in influencing homophobic behavior in adolescents. 
Analyses confirmed that not only do adolescent peer groups differ in their levels of homophobic 
perpetration, but it was shown that peer group levels of homophobic perpetration influenced 
individual levels of homophobic perpetration over time, despite controlling for an individual‟s 
original amount of perpetration. It is clear that peer groups significantly influence the 
homophobic behavior of adolescents. 
Beyond demonstrating the influence of peers, this study also provides a unique insight 
into which individuals and peer groups are mostly likely to perpetrate homophobic behavior. One 
individual predictor of homophobic perpetration was simultaneous homophobic victimization, 
which suggests that perpetration and victimization are linked. Results showed that those who 
perpetrated were likely to be victims themselves. Additionally, this effect remained over time, as 
students who were members of peer groups that experienced high levels of victimization at Wave 
1 reported significantly increased levels of homophobic perpetration at Wave 2, even after 
controlling for their original levels of perpetration. These students perpetrated more homophobic 
behavior, seemingly in response to the name-calling that they experienced. This appears to form 
a cycle of abuse in which victims become later abusers. Social learning theory may be a possible 
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explanation for this connection between homophobic victimization and later perpetration, as at 
least some students appear to learn to use homophobic name-calling as a sort of retaliatory self-
defense mechanism. A social learning framework has been used to explain similar 
transformations of victims to abusers, such as in child physical abuse and sexual abuse (Garland 
and Dougher, 1999). To a lesser extent general school bullying has also been examined as a 
possible cycle of violence that is learned from others. In a large multilevel analysis of middle 
school students and general school bullying, Ma (2001) found that over time many early victims 
became later perpetrators. More research is needed to fully understand this phenomenon, but 
these results suggest that homophobic perpetration may spread not only due to an individual 
adopting a behavior that their friends take part in, but also due to an individual being victimized 
themselves and then learning to perpetuate this same behavior.  
Another individual-level predictor of homophobic perpetration was an individual‟s level 
of bullying, but only for those within male peer groups. Men who bullied were likely to also use 
homophobic name-calling. Women who bullied however, were not more likely to use 
homophobic name-calling. This finding supports previous literature which has suggested that 
men in particular use homophobic name-calling to assert their dominance over others. (Epstein, 
2001; Mandel & Shakesbaft, 2000; Phoenix et al., 2003). Women on the hand may rely more on 
relational aggression instead of name-calling when asserting their dominance (Crick & 
Grotpeter, 1995).  
This study also shows that the impact of masculinity attitudes on homophobic 
perpetration is complex. Peer group masculinity attitudes were significantly predictive of an 
individual‟s homophobic perpetration, with students in peers that held high traditional 
masculinity attitudes perpetrating greater homophobic behavior. It was not shown however that 
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individuals over time decreased or increased their amount of perpetration based on their peer 
group‟s masculinity attitudes, as the socializing effect became non-significant after controlling 
for an individual‟s original amount of homophobic behavior. Although a socializing effect was 
not shown to be significant, masculinity attitudes and gender certainly play a role in maintaining 
behaviors and norms within peer groups. Additionally, several possible reasons exist for why a 
socializing effect for masculinity attitudes was not significant. For example, while an 
individual‟s masculinity attitudes and beliefs may play a significant role in the extent they 
participate in homophobic harassment, these masculinity attitudes may only partially be 
influenced by peers and instead be influenced by higher ecological levels such as parents, 
schools, religious affiliation, as well as local, regional, and national culture (Stromquist, 2007). 
Indeed, some research has shown that homophobic harassment is influenced at higher ecological 
models, as men who reside in geographic areas with more gender equality were found to 
perpetrate more homophobic behavior (Alden & Parker, 2005). Additionally, masculinity 
attitudes may be so ingrained by time a student reaches middle school, that peer socialization has 
little influence. And finally, although a significant socialization effect was not found, research 
has shown that even low levels of peer influence may have a significant cumulative effect over 
many years (Berndt & Keefe, 1995). 
This study demonstrates multiple strengths. In particular, the use of social network 
analysis and multilevel modeling allowed for the assessment of both individual and peer-group 
level factors of prejudice, just as Aboud (2005) recommended. This allowed for a multilevel 
examination of homophobic perpetration. Another strength of this study is the use of a diverse 
sample of children that allowed for the cross-level modeling of race, gender, and grade 
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differences within results. And finally, this study examines and important but under-researched 
area which has implications for a high risk age group and population. 
Despite these strengths, it is important to realize that this study is limited in its ability to 
explain some of the observed phenomenon, such as the true relationship between homophobic 
perpetration and victimization. However, this study represents the first of several examinations 
that can increase our understanding of this phenomenon. Another limitation of this study is that 
by examining the peer contextual effect, this study has given up the ability to examine isolates. 
Further research is necessary to fully understand who these isolates are and what roles do 
masculinity, peer influence, and peer victimization play in their being isolates. Likewise, as this 
study was unable to examine students who dropped out of the study or who did not participate, 
some peer groups may not be fully complete. And finally, although this study was able to 
simultaneously examine individual and peer variables, this study was unable to examine the 
influence of higher level variables at the level of parents, teachers, schools, regional culture 
variables. Future work should expand on the current study by examining variables outside of the 
peer context. 
As one of the more interesting findings of this study is that perpetrators are often also the 
victims of homophobic perpetration themselves, future directions in research should examine if 
this effect holds true across all individuals. It is suspected that some individuals will be true 
victims, or victims of homophobic harassment and never go on to harass others, while others will 
be victim-bullies who both harass and are victimized. As research has linked variables such as 
popularity to aggression (Rodkin, et al., 2000), future research could tease apart what influence 
popularity plays in the relationships between victimization and later perpetration.  It is suspected 
that those high in the school social hierarchy will show not only differences in the amount of 
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homophobic perpetration and victimization, but also differences between if friends or bullies are 
perpetrating against them. 
This study highlights that influences on homophobic behavior is complex and that 
adolescents can not be readily broken down into only victims and perpetrators. Additionally, as 
the experience of victimization may teach students to participate in this cycle as a perpetrator, it 
is particularly important for interventions to occur at an early age, before students are able to 
experience victimization. 
And finally, one of the most important results from this study is that homophobic 
victimization is in no way limited to only students who identify as non-heterosexual. 
Homophobic victimization and perpetration is pervasive among students despite sexual 
orientation.  Instead of an attempt to elicit homophobia, homophobic perpetration appears to be 
an attempt for students to establish social dominance. That said, no matter a student‟s intentions, 
homophobic victimization is damaging to both straight and gay students and intervention efforts 
are necessary at the school-level if schools wish to intervene in this cycle of violence. Creating 
an environment in which homophobia is not tolerated is an important intervention that can 
improve the psychological outcomes for all students and not just those who identify as non-
heterosexual. 
58 
References 
Aboud, F. E. (1988). Children and prejudice. London, England: Blackwell Publishers. 
 
Aboud, F. E. (1989). Disagreement between friends. International Journal of Behavioral 
 Development, 12(4), 495-508. 
 
Aboud, F. E. (2005). The development of prejudice in childhood and adolescence. In J. F. 
 Dovidio, P. Glick & L. A. Rudman (Eds.), On the nature of prejudice: Fifty years  after  
Allport. (pp. 310-326). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing 
 
Aboud, F. E., & Doyle, A. B. (1996). Does talk of race foster prejudice or tolerance in 
 children? Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue Canadienne Des 
 Sciences Du Comportement. Special Issue: Ethnic Relations in a Multicultural 
 Society, 28(3), 161-170. 
 
Abreau J. M., Goodyear R. K., Campos A., & Newcomb, M. D. (2000). Ethnic belonging 
 and traditional masculinity ideology among African Americans, European Americans,  
 and Latinos. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 1, 75-86  
 
Adorno, T. W., Frenkel-Brunswik, E., Levinson, D. J., & Sanford, R. N. (1950). The 
 authoritarian personality. Oxford, England: Harpers.  
 
Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Oxford, England: Addison-Wesley. 
 
Allport, G. W., & Kramer, B. M. (1946). Some roots of prejudice. Journal of Psychology:  
Interdisciplinary and Applied, 22, 9-39.  
 
Altemeyer, R. (1981). Right-wing authoritarianism. Winnipeg, Canada: University of Manitoba 
Press. 
 
Baker, J. G., & Fishbein, H. D. (1998). The development of prejudice 
 toward gays and lesbians by adolescents. Journal of Homosexuality, 36, 
 89–100. 
 
Batson, C., & Ventis, W. (1982). The religious experience: a social-psychological 
 perspective. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 
 
Birkett, M.A., Espelage, D.L., & Koenig, B.W. (2009). Homophobic Bullying and School  
Climate as Moderators of Negative Outcomes in LGBQ Youth. Journal of Youth and  
Adolescence. 
 
Birkett, M.A., Espelage, D.L. & Stein, N. (2008, August). Have School Anti-Bullying 
 Programs Overlooked Homophobic Bullying? Poster presented at the American 
 Psychological  Association Annual Convention, Boston, MA.  
 
59 
Black-Gutman, D., & Hickson, F. (1996). The relationship between racial 
 attitudes and social–cognitive development in children: An Australian 
 study. Developmental Psychology, 32, 448–456. 
 
Borgatti, S. P., Everett, M. G., & Freeman, L. C. (1999). Ucinet 5.0 for Windows.  Natick, MA:  
Analytic Technologie. 
 
Branch, C. W., & Newcombe, N. (1986). Racial attitude development among young black  
children as a function of parental attitudes: A longitudinal and cross-sectional study. 
Child Development, 57(3), 712-721. 
 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1977). Toward an experimental ecology of human development. 
 American Psychologist, 32, 513-530. 
 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development. Cambridge, MA:  Harvard  
University Press. 
 
Brown, B. B. (2004).  Adolescents‟ relationships with peers.  In R. M. Lerner & L. 
 Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook of Adolescent Psychology, 2nd edition (pp. 363-394).  
 New York, NY: Wiley. 
 
Bryk, A. S., & Raudenbush, S. W. (1992). Hierarchical linear models. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 
Cairns, R. B., Xie, H., & Leung, M.C. (1998). The popularity of friendship and the neglect of  
social networks: Toward a new balance. In W. M. Bukowski and A. H. Cillessen (Eds), 
Sociometry then and now: Building on six decades of measuring children's experiences 
with the peer group. New directions for child development, 80, 25-53. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 
 
Carlson, J. M., & Iovini, J. (1985). The transmission of racial attitudes from fathers to sons: A  
study of Blacks and Whites. Adolescence, 20, 233-237. 
 
Carrigan, T., Connell, B., & Lee, J. (1985). Towards a new sociology of masculinity. Theory and  
Society. 14(5), 551-603. 
 
Chu, J., Porche, M., & Tolman, D. (2005). The adolescent masculinity ideology scale: 
 Development and validation of a new measure. Men and Masculinities, 8(1), 93-115. 
 
Cillessen, A. H., & Bukowski, W. M. (Eds.). (2000). Recent advances in the measurement of  
acceptance and rejection in the peer system. New direction for child and adolescent 
development, No. 88. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Cochran, S. D., & Mays, V. M. (2000). Lifetime prevalence of suicide symptoms and 
 affective disorders among men reporting same-sex sexual partners: Results from 
 NHANES III. American Journal of Public Health, 90(4), 573-578. 
 
60 
Connell, R.W., & Messerschmidt, J. W. (2005.) Hegemonic Masculinity: Rethinking the 
 Concept. Gender & Society, 19(6), 829-859. 
 
Costanzo, P., & Shaw, M. (1966). Conformity as a function of age level. Child Development,  
37(4), 967–975. 
 
D'Augelli, A. R, & Hershberger, S. L. (1993). Lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth in 
 community settings: personal challenges and mental health problems. American 
 Journal of Community Psychology, 21(4), 421-48. 
 
Davey, A. (1983). Learning to be prejudiced. London, England: Edward Arnold. 
 
Davis, M. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for a 
 multidimensional approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44(1),  113- 
126 
 
DeVoe, J. F., & Kaffenberger, S. (2005). Student reports of bullying: Results from the 2001  
school crime supplement to the national crime victimization survey (NCES 2005-310). 
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. 
 
Doyle, A. B., & Aboud, F. E. (1995). A longitudinal study of white children's racial 
 prejudice as a social-cognitive development. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 41(2), 209-228. 
 
Ennett, S. T., & Bauman, K. E. (1994). The contribution of influence and selection to adolescent 
peer group homogeneity:  The case of adolescent cigarette smoking. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 653-663. 
 
Epstein, D. (2001).  Boyz' own stories:  Masculinities and sexualities in schools.  In W. Martino, 
& B. Meyenn (Eds.), What about the boys?  Issues of masculinity in schools (pp. 96-109).  
Philadelphia, PA:  Open University Press. 
 
Espelage, D. L., Aragon, S. R., & Birkett, M. A. (2008). Homophobic teasing, psychological  
outcomes, and sexual orientation among high school students: What influence do parents  
and schools have? School Psychology Review, 37(2). 
 
Espelage, D. L., & Holt, M. K. (2001). Bullying and victimization during early adolescence: Peer 
influences and psychosocial correlates. In R. Geffner & M. Loring (Eds.), Bullying 
behaviors: Current issues, research, and interventions. Binghampton, NY: The Haworth 
Press. 
 
Espelage, D. L., Holt, M. K., & Henkel, R. R. (2003). Examination of peer-group  contextual  
effects on aggression during early adolescence. Child Development, 74, 205–220. 
 
 
61 
Espelage, D. L., Wasserman, S., & Fleisher, M. (2007). Social networks and violent 
 behavior. In D. J. Flannery, A. T. Vazsonyi, & I. Waldman (Eds.), The Cambridge  
handbook of violent behavior. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Galambos, N. L., Petersen, A. C., Tobin-Richards, M. H., & Gitelson, I. B. (1985). The 
 Attitudes Toward Women Scale for Adolescents (ATWSA): A Study of reliability 
 and validity. Sex Roles, 13, 343-354. 
 
Gavin, L. A., & Furman, W. (1989). Age differences in adolescents' perceptions of their  peer  
groups. Developmental Psychology, 25(5), 827-834. 
 
Hanish, L. D., & Rodkin, P. C. (2007). Bridging children's social development and social 
 network analysis. In Rodkin, P. C., & Hanish L. D. (Eds.), Social network  analysis and  
children’s peer relationships. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Herek, G. M. (1988). Heterosexuals‟ attitudes toward lesbians and gay men: Correlates and  
gender differences. The Journal of Sex Research, 25, 451–477. 
 
Herek, G. M. (2000). The psychology of sexual prejudice. Current Directions in Psychological  
Science, 9, 19–22. 
 
Hershberger S., & D'Augelli, A. R. (1995). The impact of victimization on the mental health and  
suicidality of lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth. Developmental Psychology, 31, 65-74. 
 
Hoover, R., & Fishbein, H. D. (1999). The development of prejudice and sex role  stereotyping in  
White adolescents and White young adults. Journal of Applied Developmental  
Psychology, 20, 431–448. 
 
Kandel, D. B. (1978). Homophily, selection, and socialization in adolescent friendships. 
 American Journal of Sociology, 84, 427–436. 
 
Katz, P. A. (1976). The acquisition of racial attitudes in children. In P. A. Katz (Ed.), 
 Towards the elimination of racism. New York, NY: Pergamon. 
 
Kimmel, M. S., & Mahler, M. (2003). Adolescent masculinity, homophobia, and  violence:  
Random school shootings, 1982-2001. American Behavioral Scientist, 46(10), 1439- 
1458. 
 
Klein, J., & Chancer, L. S. (2000). Masculinity matters: The omission of gender from high- 
profile school violence cases. In S. U. Spina (Ed.), Smoke and mirrors: The hidden  
content of violence in schools and society. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers. 
 
Kosciw, J. G. (2004). The 2003 National School Climate Survey: The school-related 
 experiences of our nation’s lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth. New York,  
NY: Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network. 
62 
 
 
 
Kosciw, J. G., & Diaz, E. M. (2006). The 2005 National School Climate Survey: The 
 experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth in our nation's  schools. New  
York: GLSEN.  
 
Levant, R., Majors, R., & Kelley, M. (1998). Masculinity ideology among young African- 
American and European-American women and men in different regions of the United  
States. Cultural Diversity and Mental Health, 4, 227-236. 
 
Lock, J., & Steiner, H. (1999). Gay, lesbian, and bisexual youth risks for emotional, 
 physical, and social problems: Results from a community-based survey. Journal of the  
American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 38, 297-304. 
 
Mandel, L., & Shakeshaft, C. (2000). Heterosexism in middle schools. In N. Lesko (Ed.), 
 Masculinities at school (pp. 75–103). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Marshal, M.P., Friedman, M.S., Stall, R., King, K.M., Miles, J., Gold, M.A., Bukstein, O.G., &  
Morse, J.Q. (2008). Sexual orientation and adolescent substance use: A meta-analysis and 
methodological review. Addiction, 103(4), 546-556. 
 
Martin, C.L., Ruble, D.N., & Szkrybalo, J. (2002). Cognitive theories of early gender role 
 development. Psychological Bulletin, 128, 903–933. 
 
McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather: Homophily in 
 social networks. Annual Review of Sociology, 27, 415-444. 
 
Mollica, K.A., Gray, B., & Trevino, L.K. Racial homophily in newcomers' social  networks in a 
culturally diverse setting, Organization Science, 14(2), 123-136, 2003.  
 
National Research Council. (2003). Deadly lessons: Understanding lethal school violence.  
Washington, DC: National Academies Press. 
 
Nesdale, D. (2001). Development of prejudice in children. In M. Augoustinos & K. 
 Reynolds, (Eds), Understanding prejudice, racism, and social conflict (pp. 57-72).  
London, England: Sage. 
 
Nesdale, D. (2008). Peer group rejection and children's intergroup prejudice. In D. H. 
 Bayley, S. R. Levy, & M. Killen, (Eds), Intergroup Attitudes and relations in 
 childhood through adulthood. (pp. 32-46). New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 
 
Phoenix, A., Frosh, S., & Pattman, R. (2003). Producing contradictory masculine subject 
 positions: Producing narratives of threat, homophobia and bullying in 11-14 year old  
boys. Journal of Social Issues, 59, 179-195. 
 
63 
Pleck, J.H., Sonenstein, F.L., & Ku, L.C. (1993).  Masculinity ideology: Its impact on 
 adolescent males' heterosexual relationships.  Journal of Social Issues, 49(3), 11-29.   
 
Poteat, V. P. (2007a). Peer group socialization of homophobic attitudes and behavior during 
adolescence. Child Development, 78(6), 1830-1842. 
Poteat, V. P., Espelage, D. L., & Green, H. D., Jr. (2007b). The socialization of dominance: Peer  
group contextual effects on homophobic and dominance attitudes. Journal of Personality  
and Social Psychology, 92(6), 1040-1050. 
 
Poteat, V. P., & Espelage, D. L. (2005). Exploring the relation between bullying and 
 homophobic verbal content: The homophobic content agent target (HCAT) scale. 
 Violence and Victims, 20(5), 513-528.  
 
Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., Stallworth, L. M., & Malle, B. F. (1994). Social dominance 
 orientation: A personality variable predicting social and political attitudes. Journal of  
Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 741–763. 
 
Remafedi, G., French, S., Story, M., Resnick, M.D., & Blum, R. (1998). The relationship 
 between suicide risk and sexual orientation: Results of a population-based study. 
 American Journal of Public Health, 88(1), 57-60. 
 
Rivers, I. (2000). Social exclusion, absenteeism and sexual minority youth. Support for 
 Learning, 15(1), 13-18. 
 
Rivers, I. (2004). Recollections of homophobia at school and their long-term implications 
 for lesbians, gay men and bisexuals. Crisis: Journal of Crisis Intervention and Suicide  
Prevention, 25(4). 
 
Rubin, K. H., Bukowski, W., & Parker, J. G. (1998). Peer interactions, relationships, and  groups.  
In N. Eisenberg (Ed.), W. Damon (Series Ed.), Handbook of child  psychology: Vol. 3,  
Social, emotional, and personality development (pp. 619-700). New York, NY: Wiley. 
 
Ryan, A. M. (2001). The peer group as a context for the development of young adolescent  
motivation and achievement. Child Development, 72, 1135–1150. 
 
Rosario, M., Hunter, J., & Gwadz, M. (1997). Exploration of substance use among 
 lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth: Prevalence and correlates. Journal of Adolescent 
 Research, 12(4), 454-476. 
 
Schofield, J. (1982). Black and White in school: Trust, tension or tolerance?  New York, NY: 
 Praeger.  
 
Smiler, A. P. (2004). Thirty years after the discovery of gender: Psychological concepts and  
measures of masculinity. Sex Roles, 50, 15-26. 
 
64 
Snell, W. E., Jr. (1989). Development and validation of the Masculine Behavior Scale: A 
 measure of behaviors stereotypically attributed to males vs. females. Sex Roles, 21, 749- 
767. 
 
Steinberg, L., & Monahan, K. C. (2007). Age differences in resistance to peer influence. 
 Developmental Psychology, 43(6), 1531-1543. 
 
Wasserman, S. &  Faust, K. (1994). Social Network Analysis. Cambridge, England: Cambridge  
University Press. 
 
Weinberg, N. Z., Rahdert, E., Colliver, J. D., & Glantz, M. D. (1998). Adolescence 
 substance abuse: A review of the past 10 years. Child and Adolescent Psychiatry,  37(3),  
252-261. 
 
Whitley, B. E., Jr. (2001). Gender-role variables and attitudes toward homosexuality. Sex  Roles,  
45(11-12), 691-721. 
 
 
